used a word search and hence were able to include hundreds of papers, the authors herein based their synthesis on a close read of the papers and not an automated word search. Therefore, in our authors' cases, the number of papers is limited by the methodology. This methodology has the benefit of contextualizing the findings reported in each of the papers being synthesized, and overall there are hundreds of papers (more than 500) reviewed in detail.
We would like to outline for you the general principles and ethos of the book. The book is organized in five parts. Part I consists of an introductory chapter that sets the stage for and purposes of the book, and a second chapter reviewing standards and guidelines for validation practices in a variety of academic disciplines and jurisdictions. Part II includes three chapters devoted to quality of life, wellbeing, and life satisfaction. Part III consists of six chapters broadly reflecting psychology and education. Part IV consists of six chapters in the broad domains of health and medicine, including health psychology, patient-reported outcomes, and medical education. It should be noted that the chapters in Parts II-IV overlap a great deal in focus (which is not surprising given the overall purpose of the book) and could be re-arranged with different section headings. The closing part includes two concluding chapters. The first is a "meta-synthesis" of the 15 research syntheses and the closing chapter takes the reader back to the broad focus of the whole volume.
Because of its breadth of scope and purpose, this book is a high watermark in the history of measurement, testing, and assessment because it documents what people do when they validate their tests, measures, or assessment instruments in a wide variety of disciplines and regions of the world. This focus on validation practices is interesting in and of itself and will influence both future validation studies and theorizing in validity. In part, it documents how validity theory is influencing validation practices, and it also guides us in developing a plan for validation work. In broad terms, we aimed to answer the question: What passes as validity evidence? In other words, when people validate a measure, what do they do? What does the academic community accept as evidence of measurement validity in its scholarly journals? It is important to note that our focus was not on whether the score inferences drawn from any particular measure, test, or assessment are "valid" but rather on the sources and kinds of validity evidence that are reported in the published research literature.
Like all studies, there are limitations to our work; the largest one is by design. Our focus is on papers published in scholarly journals. We did not include any synthesis of what testing organizations, testing companies, or professional test publishers are doing in their validation practices as reflected in test manuals or validation studies within their organizations. Some of this is captured in the work of Cizek and his colleagues (2008) in their study of the Mental Measurement Yearbook 1 ; however, some of this information is also difficult to obtain because several testing organizations treat their validation studies as propriety information. As a reminder, however, our focus was on papers published in scholarly journals, and as we show in our search of the PsycInfo database in Figs. 1.1, 1.2, and 1. 3, we have a large body of work to select from and hence our focus is warranted.
We would like to close by acknowledging the impressive body of work that our collaborators amassed. To support the reading of each chapter, each chapter author was asked to speak to validity theory in their domain and, where possible, make recommendations for validation practices. There is much gold to be mined for validity theorists and practitioners in the closing sections of each chapter. In addition to our own review of each of the chapters, we would like to thank Dr. Katie Gunnell, Dr. Rebecca (Beck) Collie, Michelle (Yue) Chen, and Dr. Dallie Sandilands who each provided valuable feedback for several chapters.
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